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1 .  Bid offering a 3-day acceptance period when 
the solicitation essentially requested a 
60-day acceptance period was properly 
rejected when award could not be made within 
the 3-day period. Bidder may not be per- 
mitted to extend that period in order to 
qualify for award since such an extension 
would be prejudicial to other bidders who 
offered the requested acceptance period\. 

2. Possibility that government might realize 
monetary savings in particular procurement 
if bidder is permitted to extend shorter- 
than-requested acceptance period is out- 
weighed by importance of maintaining 
integrity of the competitive bidding system. 

Lane Blueprint Company protests the rejection of 
its bid under solicitation No* 1651-S, issued by the 
Government Printing Office (GPO). The bid was rejected 
because Lane had provided for a 3-day bid acceptance 
period and GPO was unable to make award within that 
period. GPO determined that it could not allow Lane to 
extend its bid acceptance period because that would be 
prejudicial to bidders. 

We deny the protest, 

The solicitation included the following bid 
acceptance clause: 

. . . the undersigned agrees, if this bid is 
accepted within - calendar days (60 
calendar days unless a different period is 
inserted by the offeror) from the date for 
receipt of bids specified herein, to furnish 
any or all items upon which prices are 
offered . , . in the schedule. 
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Lane entered a 3-day period in the space provided. It 
contends that it misunderstood the solicitation pro- 
vision and that the 3 days represented the period within 
which work was to be completed. The protester argues that 
an extension of its bid acceptance period should have been 
granted. 

bidders the option to state a time different from the 
60-day period, we view i t  as essentially a request for a 
60-day acceptance period. American Truss & Mfg. Corp., - et 
- al., B-205692, -- et al., May 18, 1982, 82-1 CPD I! 477. By 
limiting its bid acceptance period to 3 days, Lane not 
only took the risk that the government might not be able 
to make award within that time, but also avoided the risk 
of increased performance costs during the following 57-day 
period which other bidders assumed by granting a 60-day 

Although the standard acceptance-period clause gives 

- 
bid acceptance period. Timberline Foresters, 59 Comp. 
Gen. 726 (1980). 80-2 CPD 11 195. Thus, allowing Lane to 
decide, subject- to its own particular interest, whether 
it wishes to extend the bid or let it expire would be 
prejudicial to other bidders who have offered the 
requested acceptance period and who are therefore bound 
by their prices for the entire period. American Truss & 
Mfg. Corp., et al., supra. 

figure and that it should be permitted to correct this 
error. An irregularity or deviation in a bid may not be 
waived by the agency where, as here, the alleged error 
impacts on a material portion of the bid such as the bid 

Lane contends that it erroneously inserted the 3-day 

acceptance period. 
Electroline Division, B-209161, Nov. 2, 1982, 82-2 CPD 
11 402. In any event, there is nothing on the face of 

- See Union Metal Manufacturing Company, 

Lane's bid or-the surrounding circumstances to support the 
contention that Lane's insertion of the 3-d.a~ period was 
not intentional. 

Lane contends that it similarly amended its bid under 
a past procurement and received the award. While this may 
have been permitted, we have held that as a general rule 
extensions of shorter than required bid acceptance periods 
may not be allowed. - See American Truss & Mfg. Corp., 
-- et al., supra. Consequently, if Lane was previously 
permitted to extend its bid acceptance period under 
circumstances similar to those reported here that action 
was erroneous and cannot estop the government from 
properly rejecting Lane's bid-in this case. 
Wilmington Shipyard, Inc., 8-214467, June 27, 1984, 84-1 
CPD (I 677. 

See 
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Lane also argues that the agency should accept its 
bid to take advantage of its lower price. The possibility 
that the government might realize monetary savings if a 
material deficiency is allowed to be corrected or waived 
is outweighed by the importance of maintaining the 
integrity of the competitive bidding system. Union Metal 
Manufacturing Company, Electroline Division, supra. 

The protest is denied. 

A o t l w  Comptrolley Ghneral 
of the United States 
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